AMENDMENTS TO THE DRAWINGS 

The attached "Replacement Sheet" of drawings includes changes to Figure 4. 
The attached "Replacement Sheet," which includes Figure 4, replaces the original sheet 
including Figure 4. 

In Figure 4, the reference "P-ID" has been changed to "P-IP" in five places. 
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REMARKS 

Claims 18-20 remain pending in the present application. Claims 1-5 and 17 have 
been cancelled. Claims 18-20 are new. Basis for the amendments and new claims can 
be found throughout the specification, claims and drawings originally filed. 
Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

Claims 1-3, 8-10 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over An, et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,031,904) further in view of Kimlinger, et al. 
(U.S. Pat. No. 6,360,952). Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over An and Kimlinger further in view of Fujiwara, et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 
6,064,879). Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
An, Kimlinger, and Fujiwara further in view of Lawande, et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,219,697). 
Claims 1-5 and 17 have been cancelled. Reconsideration of the rejection is respectfully 
requested. 
New Claims 

New Claims 18-20 have been prepared to more clearly define the features of the 
present invention. 

The Examiner states that An includes means for specifying the client terminal by a 
code identifying a maker of the client terminal (column 1, lines 31-40). The Examiner 
states that An discloses a "telephone feature profile" accessed by a personal identification 
number. Applicant traverses this interpretation of An. 

There is nothing in An which identifies "a maker" of the telephone. The "telephone 
feature profile" referenced by the Examiner is a list of the features and options currently 
active on his line/number (column 1 , lines 38-40). This has nothing to do with the maker of 
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the phone, it is only a list of currently active features and options that a user can change. 
Column 1, lines 41-49 give an example of this "telephone feature profile" where a person 
staying at a hotel can update his "telephone feature profile" with a new forwarding number. 
While the available features may vary by the maker of the phone, the currently active 
features and options is not an identifier of the maker of the phone. 

The Examiner apparently agrees with the Applicant's position since the Examiner 
indicates that An fails to teach the limitation including a code identifying a maker of the 
client terminal and that code being pre-installed in the client terminal by the maker. 

The Examiner goes to Kimlinger to teach this feature, where Kimlinger teaches the 
use of a smart card with a code that identifies a maker. The Examiner states that it would 
be obvious to modify An to use Kimlinger's code identifying a maker to allow exclusive 
information to be sent to a user. 

Applicant submits that the Examiner is using hindsight based on Applicant's 
disclosure to support the combination of the references. There is nothing in An which 
would support the addition of a code identifying the maker of the phone. An has no 
interest in who made the phone, An is only interested in the currently active features and 
options and whether or not the user wants to change them. 

The above discussion applies to new Claim 18 which includes limitations similar to 
cancelled Claim 1. In addition, the client server system defined in Claim 18 defines that 
the specified information stored in the exclusive server can be downloaded by only the 
authorized mobile phone. Since both of the code identifying the mobile phone maker (M- 
ID) and the IP address of the provider (P-IP) are checked in the exclusive server, 
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unauthorized access to the specified information stored in the exclusive server is 
effectively prevented. 

Thus, Applicant believes new Claim 18 patentably distinguishes over the art of 
record. Likewise, Claims 19 and 20, which depend from Claim 18, are also believed to 
patentably distinguish over the art of record. Reconsideration of the rejection is 
respectfully requested. 
Conclusion 

It is believed that all of the stated grounds of rejection have been properly 
traversed, accommodated, or rendered moot. Applicant therefore respectfully requests 
that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw all presently outstanding rejections. It is 
believed that a full and complete response has been made to the outstanding Office 
Action, and as such, the present application is in condition for allowance. Thus, prompt 
and favorable consideration of this amendment is respectfully requested. If the 
Examiner believes that personal communication will expedite prosecution of this 
application, the Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at (248) 641-1600. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Dated: December 12. 2005 By: 

Harness, Dickey & Pierce, P.L.C. 
P.O. Box 828 

Bloomfield Hills, Michigan 48303 
(248) 641-1600 

MJS/pmg 
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